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DETAILED ACTION 

Application number 10/037,254 lias been transferred to IVIarie Arclier. Tine 
examiner acl<nowledges the response filed 07/16/2010. Claims 1-6, 9-13, 19-20, 25-27, 
32-33, 42-51 and 53-61 are pending in the application. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on 07/16/2010, with respect to the 35 USC 101 
rejection have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of claims 1-6, 
9-13, 19-20, 25-27, 32-33, 42-51 and 54-61 has been withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments filed on 07/16/2010, with respect to the 35 USC 112 first 
paragraph rejection have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of 
claims 1-6, 9-13, 19-20, 25-27, 32-33, 42-51 and 54-61 has been withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments filed on 07/16/2010, with respect to tlie 35 USC 112 
second paragraph rejections have been fully considered but thev are not persuasive . 
While the applicant has set forth how one of ordinary skill in the art would interpret the 
claim to require based on known methods, the examiner has not found anywhere in the 
arguments on pages 13-14 of the reply filed on 07/16/2010 a reasoned statement for 
the lack of indefiniteness of the rejected claims. A more detailed rationale to set forth 
the reasons why the claims are indefinite is provided in this office action. 

Applicant's arguments filed on 07/16/2010, with respect to the 35 USC 102 
rejection have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has 
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been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is 
made in view of U. S. Patent 5,910,252 to Truitt. 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); /n re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) or 1 .321 (d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 



Claims 9 and 12 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 11 of U. S. Patent 7,040,142 
Claims 9 and 12 of the instant application are directed to a leak detection device in a 

blood circuit comprising two detectors capable of detecting blood leak conditions 
associated with different phenomenon; the detectors including at least one of an air 
detector and a fluid detector. The system further includes a signal combiner for 
combining the acquired signals and producing a response. Claim 11 of the conflicting 
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patent are directed to a device for detecting a leak from a blood circuit comprising at 
least two detectors configured to detect infiltration of air into the circuit and blood 
outside the circuit. The device is capable of generating a response based on the 
detected signals. 

The examiner has interpreted these claims are an obvious change in scope. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
Second Paragrapii 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification slnall conclude witln one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 2-5, 9, 19, 20, 25-27, 42-48, 51 and 54-61 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

With respect to ciaims 2-5, parent claim 1 recites a method step which includes 
"deriving a composite signal responsive to said two leak detection signals". Dependent 
claims 2-5 provide limitations to the "deriving" step by indicating that the deriving 
includes "calculating a probability", wherein the calculating include applying the signals 
to a network classifiers", the deriving further includes combining the two signals and 
"applying a weight to the signals". When analyzing these method steps as a whole is 
unclear how are they logically connected to produce a useful result. It appears that the 
"deriving" step would produce at least two independent results: one produced by 
applying the signals to a "network classifier" and another one produced by adding the 
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signals after applying a weight factor. It is unclear how are these results utilized to 
produced a single output. 

Claim 4 recites the limitation "said calculation" in line 1. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 9, lines 3-6 recites: "a signal combiner connected to form a combination 
signal responsive" and "said signal combiner being such that both sensitivity and 
reliability of leak detection...." 

First, the "signal combiner" has been interpreted as hardware, so that it can be 
connected. However, it is not clear what type of "connection" must be made so as to 
"form a combination signal." Second, the phraseology "being such" is indefinite since it 
is not clear what the element of the claim requires. 

In general the claim is ambiguous and lacks any specific structural relationship 
between the elements, since all the limitations of the claim are directed to what appears 
to be functional language or intended use, it is unclear how these elements are 
connected so as to produce a useable device. 

Claim 19 recites: "A method of detecting an alarm condition in a medical 
treatment machine, comprising the steps of: 

combining detector signals from at least two indicators of an alarm condition such 
that a prediction of an alarm state is generated thereby and such that said prediction 
possesses at least one of a higher reliability and a higher sensitivity than said detectors 
signals uncombined" 
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It is not clear what "higher" requires, there is no reference for comparison. In 
addition the above indicated clause appears to be directed to limitations to the data 
obtained by the method which, from the examiner's point of view, does not limit the 
method steps . 

Claim 25 recites: "said combining being effective to yield a prediction". It is 
unclear how a method step (combining) can be categorized as "being effective" or what 
is the measure of "effectiveness". 

Claim 27 recites: "wherein said combining has the effect of amplifying a 
reliability of an estimate". It is unclear what this claim is intended to limit. The parent 
claim is directed to a method, the end effect of a method step does not provide any 
limitation. 

Claim 42, lines 8-9 recites: "said signal filter being configured such that a 
prediction of a leakage of fluid from said medical treatment machine is generated by 
combining said at least two." It is unclear what the "at least two" elements are. 

Claims 45 and 46 recite: "wherein said signal filter includes a network classifier". 
"Signal filter" has been interpreted as hardware, since it requires to be "connected", as 
indicated in parent claim 42 and the term "network classifier" as software, it is unclear 
how these claims further limit the device element of the parent claim. The examiner 
does not consider machine readable instructions stored in a device as limiting any 
aspect of the device's structure or functionality. 

Claim 51 recites: "detecting first and second signals from first and second 
sensors, respectively, the sensors detecting respective phvsical parameters associated 
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with the blood circuit: and...". The claim preamble recites a method, the above indicated 
clause appears to be directed to a functional or operational aspect of a device, and 
therefore it is unclear whether the claim as a whole is directed to a method or to a 
device. 

Claim 54 recites: "a signal filter adapted to combine detector signals from at least 
two signals indicating an alarm condition to generate a weighted sum of the at least two 
signals and indicating an alarm condition responsivelv to the weighted sum the 
weighted sum has a more reliable indicator of the alarm condition than either of said 
detectors signals alone : 

The examiner has interpreted the above indicated clause as positively recited 
method steps. The claim is directed to a device. See arguments with regard to claim 51 . 

Claims 20, 26, 43, 44, 47, 48 and 55-61 are rejected for depending on a rejected 
base claim. 

Fourth paragraph 

The following is a quotation of the fourth paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

A claim in dependent form sliall contain a reference to a claim previously set forth and then specify a 
further limitation of the subject matter claimed. A claim in dependent form shall be construed to 
incorporate by reference all the limitations of the claim to which it refers as his invention. 

Claims 27, 32-33, 43, 53 and 56-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 112, fourth 
paragraph as being an improper dependent claim for failing to further limit the subject 
matter of the claim upon which it depends. 
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With regard to claims 27, 32-33 and 43 the parent claim is directed to a 
method, these claims provide limitations to the machines used in the method, data or to 
an end effect or result of a method step rather than to the method steps per se. 

With regard to claim 43 and 56-59, the parent claim is directed to a device. 
These claims provide limitations to the data ('predictions", "indicators" or "alarm 
conditions") used or generated by the device rather than to the device's elements. 

Note to Applicant Regarding Claim Interpretation (intended use) 

The words "for" and "configured to" in the claim(s) may be interpreted as 
intended use. Intended use/functional language does not require that the reference 
specifically teach the intended use of the element. A recitation of the intended use of the 
claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the claimed invention 
and the prior art In order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior 
art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the 
claim. 

With regard to intended use in the claim preamble, if the body of a claim fully 
and intrinsically sets forth all of the limitations of the claimed invention, and the 
preamble merely states, for example, the purpose or intended use of the invention, 
rather than any distinct definition of any of the claimed invention's limitations, then the 
preamble is not considered a limitation and is of no significance to claim construction. 
See MPEP 21 11.02 (II). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

Claims 1, 3, 9-12 and 54-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U. S. Patent 5,910,252 to Truitt. Truitt teaches an extracorporeal blood 
treatment with a single apparatus which is capable of a plurality of extracorporeal 
blood treatments (col. 2, lines 50-52). An object of the invention is to automatically 
ascertain treatment conditions which place the patient at risk and to 
automatically correct such conditions and/or notify the operator about such 
conditions during the extracorporeal treatment of blood. Another object is to notify the 
operator of conditions requiring operator assistance (col. 2, lines 57-63) 
FIG. 1 is an illustration of an extracorporeal blood treatment apparatus incorporating the 
present invention, attached to a patient undergoing extracorporeal blood treatment. 
FIG. 2 is a block diagram of the two parts of the extracorporeal blood treatment 
apparatus shown in FIG. 1 . FIGS. 3a and 3b are an expanded block diagram of the 
components of a selection, control and monitoring system of the extracorporeal blood 
treatment apparatus shown in FIG. 2. (col. 3, lines 35-40). Figures 2 and 3b have been 
annotated by the examiner to show the relevant system components as they relate to 
the rationale provided below: 
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To select, control and monitor each of the treatment protocols, the apparatus 30 
includes a protocol selection, control and monitoring system 48 which is generally 
shown in FIG. 2. One of the components 50 is a first pressure sensor 51 connected 
in the access line 34. The first pressure sensor 51 aiiows the biood pressure of the 
access line 34 to be monitored, among other things. A second pressure sensor 53 
is connected in the primary circuit 38 between the first pump 52 and an entrance to the 
primary chamber 44. One function of the second pressure sensor 53 is to detect 
and monitor the pressure of the blood supplied to an entrance to the primary 
chamber 44. An alarm condition is indicated , for example, if the blood pressure at 
the entrance falls below a predetermined value, in which case blood may be 
leaking . A third pressure sensor 54 is connected at the outlet of the primary chamber 
44. 
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One of functions of the third pressure sensor 54 is to monitor the pressure of the 
blood in the return line 35 at the exit from the primary chamber 44. By comparing 
tine pressures sensed by the sensors 53 and 54 at the entrance and exit of the primary 
chamber 44, the integrity of the flow path through the primary chamber can be 
monitored and, in particular, clotting of blood can be detected. In addition, if the 
return pressure detected by the third pressure sensor 54 is below a desirable 
level, disconnection of the return line 35 or the return catheter 36 may be 
indicated, which is treated as an alarm condition , as further described below (col. 4, 



lines 25-55). The leak detector 85 is also located in the collection line 82. 
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The examiner lias interpreted tliat tine disconnection of a return line or return 
catheter will produce a blood leak by allowing blood to exit the circuit. 

The leak detector 85 is one of many known in the art and detects biood 
leaking into the secondary chamber bv detecting biood in the coiiection fiuid . 
typically by optical means (col. 6, lines 12-16). 

The selection, control and monitoring (SCI\1) system 48 of the apparatus 30 
includes a control computer 102 and a monitor computer 104, as shown in FIG. 2. 

The control and monitor computers 1 02 and 1 04 are connected in control and monitor 
signal paths 106 and 108, respectively, with each of the pumps 52, 62, 66, 78 and 84, 
each of the scales 72, 90 and 92, the bubble detector 58 and return clamp 60. The 
pressure sensors 51, 53, 54, and 83 and the leak detector 85 are connected only 
to monitor signal path 108 (col. 6, lines 33-35 and 51-57). The monitor computer 104 
includes a monitor processor 140 and a monitor memory 142 connected by a monitor 
bus 144 (col. 9, lines 23-25, figure 3b). 

The monitor processor 140 is in two-way communication with the leak detector 85 

via signals sent over the monitor bus 144. The leak detector 85, in cooperation with the 
monitor processor 140, conducts self-tests periodically to determine its operational 

integrity (col. 10, lines 65-67). 

A bubble detector 58 is connected in the primary circuit 38 downstream of the third 
pressure sensor 54. The bubble detector 58 is one of many known in the art and its 
function is to detect the presence of bubbles and microbubbles in the treated 
blood being returned to the patient 32 in the return line 35 (col. 4, lines 58-64). 
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The monitor processor 140 and the control processor 122 are in two-way 
communication witli the bubble detector 58 via signals sent over the monitor bus 
144 and the control bus 124, respectively (col. 1 1 , lines 3-7, figure 3b). 
The signals from the pressure sensors 51, 53, 54 and 83 (figure 2) may be utilized 
by the monitor processor 140 to determine integrity of the primary and secondary 
circuits 38 and 74 (Figure 1), and the condition of the semi-permeable membrane 
42, among other determinations (col. 1 1 , lines 24-30). Figure 1 , annotated by the 
examiner shows character reference #38 and #74 as indicating the lines comprised 
between the input and output access points of the circuit, hence the examiner has 
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interpreted that the monitor processor is configured to determine the integrity of the 
complete extracorporeal circuit. 




The determinations made by the monitor processor 140 are used to monitor the 
status of the apparatus 30 and the status of the treatment being performed. 
Based on these determinations, the monitor processor 140 reacts to perceived 
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alarm conditions and notifies tlie operator about such alarm conditions by 
emitting an alarm and displaying information about the alarm (col. 10, lines 42-53). 
Signals read bv the monitor processor 140 about the treatment being performed 
including the rates of operation of each of the pumps 52, 62, 66, 78 and 84, the 
rate of fluid dispensing and collection, the status of the return clamp 60 , the 
presence and volume of bubbles, the presence of blood leaks or of other 
conditions detected jeopardizing the safety of the treatment and other 
information are used to interpret alarm conditions (col. 1 1 , lines 24-30). 

With regard to claim 10, Truitt's device is an IC based device, there is nothing 
that would prohibit the incorporation of an analog summing circuit within the processor 
or as an external packaged device. 

With regard to claims 54 and 60, the examiner has interpreted "signal filter" as 
the processor in Truitt's device since the functional limitations provided are substantially 
the same as the functional capabilities of Truitt's processor: combine signals. From the 
examiner's point of view there is nothing that would prohibit the generation of a linear or 
non-linear combination. In addition a processor can store or execute any type of 
machine readable instructions or algorithms. "Network classifier" has been interpreted 
by the examiner as an algorithm 

With regard to claims 56-59, see rejections under 35 USC 112 fourth 
paragraph. The examiner has interpreted parent claim 54 as being directed to a device : 
the above-mentioned claimed are directed to data such as "signals", "indicators" or 
"predictions". They have not been considered as limiting the scope of the claim. 
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The examiner has interpreted Truitt's teachings as follows: a system and a 
method for monitoring extracorporeal treatment protocols are provided. The system 
includes at least six detectors as indicated in figures 1 and 2: four pressure sensors, a 
leak detector and a bubble detector. Blood leakage is detected in at leas two different 
manners with two independent detectors using different phenomenon. The first 
independent manner is by means of sensing a change in pressure in at least two 
different points in the circuit, as indicated in figure 1 with respect to the second and the 
third pressure sensors (#53 and #54). The second independent manner is by means of 
an optical leak detector (#85). In addition, the system is capable of detecting air in the 
circuit through the bubble detector. Pressure differences and changes in the optical 
characteristics of the fluid have been interpreted by the examiner as different 
phenomenon. The system is computer based and includes two monitors (#'s 102 and 
#104) which include respective processors (#122 and #140). The signals produced by 
the plurality of sensors are used by the processor to generate alarm conditions which 
are displayed to the user. The examiner has interpreted the processor as a sional 
combiner since it has the capabilitv to combine the various signals received from the 
detectors in order to make a determination regarding the integritv of the circuit . The 
determination results in an alarm condition which is displayed to the user. A 
determination is made as to the extracorporeal system's inteoritv based on the signals 
produced by the plurality of detectors in the circuit. 
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From the examiners point of view, there is nothing in Truitt's system and method 
that would prohibit generating a high sensitivity and reliability detection or anything 
indicating an ineffective determination about a leakage. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 4, 5,13 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U. S. Patent 5,910,252 to Truitt as applied to claims 1, above in view 
of U. S. Patent 6,609,036 to Bickford. Truitt was previously described but does not 
teach the derivation of the composite signals by calculating a probability based on 
applying a network classifier or applying weights to the respective signals prior to 
adding them. Bickford teaches a system and method for process parameter 
estimation using operating mode partitioning and, in particular, to a system and 
method for performing high sensitivity surveillance of an asset such as a process 
and/or apparatus preferably having at least two distinct modes of operation 
wherein surveillance is performed using an operating mode partitioned parameter 
estimation model of the asset (col. 1 , lines 18-25). With reference to figure 2, the 
operating mode determination procedure 26 used to classify each observation 
included in the training data set 24 may be, in general, performed using any 
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method suitable for determining the operating mode of the asset 12 given an 
observation or series of observations therefrom. IMethods suitable for the 

operating mode determination procedure 26 include, but are not limited to, a plurality of 
mathematical or logic sequence techniques, a plurality of expert system techniques, a 
plurality of fuzzy logic techniques, and a plurality of neural network techniques 

(col. 8, lines 29-39). 

Description of the Surveillance Procedure. More specifically, and referring to FIG. 3, 
the surveillance procedure 60 is comprised of acquiring successive vectors of 
current operating data and determining for each such observation vector whether 
the current operating data is indicative of a fault or failure of the asset 12. The 
surveillance procedure 60 further includes implementing an alarm or control 
action for the purpose of notifying an operator or taking a corrective action in 
response to a detected fault or failure of the asset 12. The surveillance procedure 
60 is in general an open-ended data acquisition and analysis loop that continues until 
such time as the operator chooses to terminate the surveillance (col. 8, lines 65-68 and 
col. 9, lines 1-9). 

The results of the fault detection procedure 68 provide fault detection for 
the current vector of observed signal data values. In many cases, fault detection 
decision quality is improved by using a fault decision procedure 70 that incorporates 
logic for considering a series of observations in making the fault detection decision. The 
fault decision procedure 70 may be in general performed using any method suitable for 
ascertaining a fault of the asset 1 2 given a fault detection result or series of fault 



Application/Control Number: 10/037,254 Page 19 

Art Unit: 3769 

detection results therefrom. IVietliods suitable for the fault decision procedure 70 
include, but are not limited to, single observation techniques (e.g., alarm on every 
detected fault), multi-observation voting techniques (e.g., alarm when X out of Y 
observations contain a fault indication), and conditional probability techniques (e.g., 
compute the fault probability given a series of fault detection results). Upon 
completing the fault decision procedure 70, the surveillance procedure then repeats for 
as long as -a more data decision procedure 72 determines that additional surveillance 
data are available or terminates at surveillance complete step 75 when no more 
surveillance data are available (col. 9, lines 63-67 and col. 10, lines 1-16). 

In one preferred embodiment of the instant invention; the method used for 
parameter estimation is a multivariate state estimation technique (MSET) 
procedure (col. 1 1 , lines 7-9). An MSET model is created for the asset 12 using the 
MSET training algorithms to learn the inherent data relationships within a set of 
historical process operating data. The trained MSET model is then used with the 
MSET parameter estimation and fault detection algorithms to perform the process 
surveillance function when presented with a new observation of signal data 
values (col. 1 1 , lines 37-43). Once the process memory matrix has been constructed, 
MSET is used to model the dynamic behavior of the system. For each current 
observation of the system (Xobs), MSET compares the observation vector to the stored 
operating states to calculate an estimate of the process parameter values. The 
parameter estimate of the current process state (Xest) is an n-element vector that is 
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given by the product of the process memory matrix and a weight vector, W (col. 
12, lines 44-54): 

Truitt is directed to methods for determining alarm conditions. Truitt's system is 
computer implemented and capable of executing machine readable instructions. 
Bickford is related to fault detection procedures in processes or assets so as to derive a 
fault probability based on more than one input signals. The method includes the use of 
well known network classifiers and weight vectors and, Bickford explicitly discloses that 
such method leads to a high sensitivity surveillance. Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the algorithms 
as taught by Bickford into Truitt's system in order to arrive at the claimed invention. A 
person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so since this would 
lead to the predictable result of alarms with higher sensitivity. 

Claims 6, 19, 20, 25- 27, 32, 33, 42-50, 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over U. S. Patent 5,910,252 to Truitt in view of U. S. Patent 

6,609,036 to Bickford as applied to claims 1 and further in view of U. S. Patent 
6,461 ,329 to Van Antwerp et al. Truitt and Bickford were previously described but does 
not teach the detection of fluid outside the circuit or the use of such indication as one of 
the signals to generate the alarm. Van Antwerp teaches a liquid detection device for 
energizing a warning signal. An electronic switch, of the non-latching type, is provided 
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for coupling a source of electrical energy to a warning device responsive to a first signal 
at the inputs thereof (Abstract). Truitt and Bickford are directed to fluidic systems with 
network classifiers to generate alarm signals in which a plurality of inputs are combined 
so as to produce an indication of a leak. In addition, Truitt explicitly discloses the 
detection of a cannula or needle dislodgement and Truitt's system operates with 
electrical signals. Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the electronic leak detection device as taught by 
Van Antwerp into Truitt's and Bickford's system with the predictable results of obtaining 
a more accurate determination of a leakage. 

With regard to claims 27, 32, 33, 43, 53 see rejections under 35 US 1 1 2 fourth 
paragraph. Parent claim 25 has been interpreted as a method: the above-mentioned 
claimed are directed to aspects which appear to denote an "effect of amplifying", 
machines used in the medical treatment and data (probability/signals). They have not 
been considered as limiting the scope of the claim. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MARIE ARCHER whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3050. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday, EST, 7:00 AM to 
4:00 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Henry Johnson can be reached on (571)272-4768. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 -273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/MARIE ARCHER/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3769 



/Henry M. Johnson, III/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Unit 3769 



